110442843321

REED & DAVIDSON, LLP
RTTORNEYS AT LAW

DANA W. RRED 3609 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD

CARY DAVIDSON

STUART L. LEVITON LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA §OOIO-2732
FLOBA 8. VIN

" a8 WWW.POLITICALLAW.COM
e

CrF CoumiEL
OANAYL R. WOLD®
ORADLEY W. MERTZ
JERRY MARGCGAREY 8I1MMONS

o
*aL80 ADRITIED !N THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA -n
s
(x]
om
August 26, 2010 So
="
Federal Election Commission ped 1}
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Re: MUR 6296 ©
RESPONSE BY RESPONDENTS BUCK FOR COLORADO, KENNETH R.
BU AND PERRY L. BUCK TO ADDITI RMATION
FROVIDED BY COMPLAINANT

Kenneth Buck is the Wehd County District Attorney and the Republican bomiime for United States
Senate in Colorado. Buck for Colorado is Mr. Buck’s principal camapaign committee and Perry
Buck is Mr. Buck’s wife. Kenneth Salazar serves as Treasurer of Buck for Colorado. On or about
June 1, 2010, each of these Respondents received a letter from Jeff Jordan notifying them that they
had been named in a complaint filed with the Federal Election Commission. Our office filed a
response to the complaint on July 15, 2019 requesting that the matter be dismissed.

On August 10, 2010 we recelved a letter flem Jedf Jordun indfeating that the Conmnission received
addivional infosnation from the Complainant. We lavo roviewed the additional information and
reitwrate ouy position that thers xppews to be no substantlation whatsouver to the somplaint. We
therefore again request that the Commission dismiss this matter.

The sipplane:nt & the complaint, mch like the original, contains a mumber of wilid ullegasions that
lack any factual support. The genesis of the allegations against Respondeats appears to be the
entirely unremarkable fact that individuals who met Ken Buck decided to make independent
expenditures supporting him. This Is lawful behavior, protected by the First Amendment of the
Constitution. One does not forfeit his or her right to free speech merely because they have
previeutly mut the candftiute that they support. Such a conclusion is facially absurd.

The supplemental informmtion submited by Camplainam laclwiies a partial smnacript of a
depoaitiom of Thamas K. Bjorklun. The depusition, to the ewtent the it has any eleveace at all,
servas 10 dispeove Complainaat's edlegntions. First, the depasition amse aut of n cmnpletaly
different matter apparently prading in stade court. Furthermore, while Gomplainant appesrs to

believe that there exists a grand conspiracy involving Jonathan Hotaling and the Buck campugn,
this notion is belied by the following excerpt from the transczipt:
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Q: Did Mr. Hotaling indicate that there were other persons who were
mterested in the filing of a complaint-against Ms. Nortan?

No, he sure didn’t.

Did Mr. Hotaling esference Ken Buck?

No.

Did Mr. Hotaling reference at any time Walt Klein?

At any time?

Yes.

I don’t think he referenced — I don’t think he referenced Walt
ein.

Who referenced Walt Klein?

I remember I brought up Walt's name.

In what content?

In the context of having submitted a bid or talking to Walt at one
pomt or another regarding — it was two years ago.
Q: So not related to this?
A:  Notrelated, no.'
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Given the obviously frivolous nature of this complaint, Respondents once again respectfully
request that the Commisston end this abuse of the complaint process and waste of the
Commission’s and Respondent’s resources by dismissing this matter.

! Exhibit B, page 12, line 19.




